How much larger are the consumption possibilities of an urban US household with per capita expenditures of 1,000 US dollars per month than a rural Indonesian household with per capita expenditures of 1,000,000 Indonesian Rupiah per month? Consumers in different markets face widely different consumption possibilities and prices and hence the conversion of incomes or expenditures to truly comparable units of purchasing power is extremely difficult. We propose a simple supplement to existing purchasing power adjusted currency conversions.
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Introduction
Many discussions about post-2015 development goals are dominated by concerns about (a) "sustainability" 1 (b) the plight of the "poor of the poor" (if not the "poorest of the poor") based on the penurious "dollar a day" standard or its ilk, (c) the minimalist standards on well-being indicators (Kenny and Pritchett 2013) embodied in the current Millennium Development Goals and (d) "inequality" in outcomes across groups within countries. The "post-materialist" concerns which empirically predominate in the richest countries (Inglehart 1997) ) are very much in evidence. One might even get the impression that, while material standard of living standard of the "bottom billion" was a global concern, everyone else was doing fine 2 . In fact, given the frequency with which the words "consumption" and "sustainable" are paired one might think the most pressing concern with the current consumption "middle of the middle"-the median household in the world--was that it was too high or growing too quickly.
This lack of urgency for improving the material standard of living of the five billion people in the middle (neither in dollar a day poverty nor in the top billion) is not because the incomes in poor countries have "converged." Comparing GDP per capita in 2010 of the USA to the ten largest non-OECD developing countries 3 shows ratios from 50 times to 1 in Ethiopia to around 10 to 1 in "low middle income" countries like India and Indonesia to 5 to 1 in "upper middle income" countries like China and Brazil. But comparisons of GDP are increasingly out of favor. From Robert Kennedy 4 to the Sarkozy-Stiglitz Commission there have been criticisms of GNP as a relevant measure for human well-being. At high levels of material well-being it is natural that post-material concerns like "the beauty of our poetry" (part of RFK's critique of GNP) become important. This is sharpened, of course, by the inadequate accounting for natural resources and their depletion in the measured GNP. Moreover, per capita GDP (or consumption) says nothing about the distribution of consumption possibilities among the individuals within the economy.
2 However, even eschewing GNP and examining global inequalities using household survey based incomes or expenditures across countries (e.g. Milanovic 2013b) leaves the challenge of comparisons of the purchasing power households. Two households in Cleveland, one making $50,000 a year and one making $20,000 a year can buy in the same grocery stores, rent from the same housing stock, could get haircuts from the same salons and get electricity from the same utility. Since they the same possibilities and prices money incomes proxy well for consumption possibilities. But how does one compare "true" purchasing power between a household spending $20,000 in Cleveland versus 1,000,000 Rupiah in Semerang Indonesia versus 50,000 Rupees in Chennai India? While the International Comparisons Project and its successors and partners have made enormous strides in the quality of estimates of PPP currency conversions, the sheer conceptual and empirical complexity of the exerciseespecially quality adjusted price comparisons of non-traded goods and services--can leave both the "man on the street" and the expert skeptical 5 .
In this paper we present a new measure, the Pritchett-Spivack Ratio, for comparing consumption possibilities across countries (or groups within countries) using average food shares. Our measure is free of all three of the previous objections. First, we use no national accounts data at all. None of the criticisms of GDP apply. Second, our measure is always based on specifics of the distribution of consumption across households. Third, we require no international measures of prices. Nothing of course is a free lunch. Our measure buys simplicity and intuitive appeal at the cost of dependence on the stability of Engel's Law.
The Pritchett-Spivack Ratio is the ratio of the expenditures it would take for the observed food share of any one group (say, the median urban household in Indonesia or the 95 th percentile household in rural Ethiopia) to reach, by moving along an Engel relationship between food share and total consumption, the food share of another group (say, the bottom 20 th percentile in the USA or the median in Denmark). The PSR simply uses the Engel curve to translate differences in food shares (vertical axis) into differences in expenditures (horizontal axis). With the Working-Leser (Working, 1943; Leser, 1963) specification of the Engel relationship, which relates the food share of expenditure linearly to the natural log of total household expenditures, the PSR takes a very simple and intuitive formula which depends on the Working-Leser Engel Coefficient.
3 Figure 1 . GDP per capita in the USA is from five to fifty times higher than in any of the ten largest non-OECD developing countries We use our newly described measure to show two things.
First, the food share of the typical (median) household in the typical "low income" country is over 50 percent, is between 40 and 50 percent in "lower middle income" countries and 30 to 40 percent even in "upper middle income" countries. In contrast, the share of food expenditures in the total for poor households in rich countries is only 15 percent (and of course, lower still for the median household in rich countries).
The arithmetic of the PSR is intentionally simple so that anyone can understand and re-do the calculation any way they like. If the food share of the median household in a middle income country is 40 percent and that of the "poor of the rich" is 15 percent then the food share gap is 25 percent. Multiplying that number by the inverse of the WLEC, which as we show is commonly around -.125, equals the number of natural log units expenditure would have to increase to reach that food share so: -.25*8=2. The Pritchett-Spivack Ratio, which is the multiple of the expenditure households with a 40 percent food share would have to increase to reach a predicted food share of 15 percent is the base of the natural log (e) raised to that power and hence in this case is 7.4 (e 2 ≈7.4). Increasing consumption to this level would take 50 years of sustained growth at double historical rates.
Second, using the PSR we can also compare the "rich of the poor" to the "poor of the rich." We find that in nearly every "lower middle income" country the food share of the top decile These calculations are not an alternative to existing comparisons of either national accounts consumption data or household income/expenditure using PPP exchange rates, but rather a supplement. They confirm the findings of previous studies which have compared welfare across groups using PPP expenditure and income estimates (Birdsall 2010) . Our calculations add some simple "common sense" credibility based only on easily available data about actual consumption choices of households to the much, much, more complex and sophisticated calculations of GDP and of PPP exchange rates. Both come to the conclusion that the core global agenda for development, if it is to be all relevant to most people on the planet, has to continue to focus squarely on expanding the productivity of people around the world to endow them with choices that are both adequate to human well-being and globally fair.
The Pritchett-Spivack Ratio
Why a new comparison of material standard of living?
There are two dominant ways of comparing material standards of living across countries: national accounts and survey estimates. The national accounts estimates of GDP per capita or consumption per capita suffer from (at least) four difficulties. First, there is the intrinsic difficulty of making comparable estimates of national accounts across countries. Second, the "consumption" component of GDP is often the least well measured (and in fact is often measured as a residual). Third, the national accounts estimates produce a single number of aggregate consumption and provide no information about the distribution of consumption across households. Fourth, national accounts are produced in local currency and hence an exchange rate is needed.
Comparisons using measures of income or expenditure directly from household surveys solve three of these four difficulties, while adding a new concern. The new concern is whether the concept of "expenditure" is measured similarly across countries. Household survey estimates of income or consumption are also in local currency and hence crossnational comparisons require a conversion factor from one currency to another.
The well-known problem is that non-tradable goods and services (like getting a haircut) are cheaper in poor countries and hence using market determined exchange rates -even if these exchanges rates were to establish PPP in tradable goods -will overstate the differences in purchasing power between a rich and poor country, because they do not account for cheaper non-tradables. We build on this previous work, exploiting micro and grouped data to estimate Engel elasticities for many more countries. However our method relies only on the stability of the Engel curve within countries and we never explicitly calculate income differences or prices across countries. We are proposing an additional alternative to estimating PPP rather than an alternative estimate of PPP or a substitute for PPP. Our comparisons and PPP have different strengths and weaknesses and, while we will compare our estimates to PPP there is no default assumption that PPP comparisons are the "gold standard" which we are trying to achieve nor, conversely, do we attempt to make generalizations about the validity of PPP.
The calculation
Since proposed by Ernst Engel in 1857 the conjecture that more prosperous households spend a lower fraction of their expenditures (or income) on food (or, alternatively, that the income/consumption elasticity of food expenditure is less than one) has become the most widely replicated empirical relationship in all of the social sciences. Moreover, an extremely simple specification of Engel's Law-that the household share of expenditures on food is linearly related to the natural log of total consumption expenditures (or income) known as the Working-Leser form-has been shown to be robust and reliable functional form. Whether data across households within a country/region, across income or consumption groups within a country/region, across time in a country/region, or across countries/regions is used the estimated WLEC is consistently centered between -.1 and -.15.
Our new fun with the old Engel Law is to simply "invert" it. Usually one thinks of the Engel curve as "predicting" the food share for a given level of expenditures but we use the same linear relationship to "estimate" the difference in expenditures implied by differences in food shares. As simplicity and straightforward intuition are two desirable features we want to stress how stubbornly simple our calculation is (while acknowledging the sacrifices for this simplicity) using Figure 2 . In a standard Engel graph with food share on the vertical axis and natural log ependitures on the horizontal the difference in food shares between the actual of some group (e.g. the median in Rural India or 95 th percent of Peru) and a "target" food share is just the vertical "rise." We want to know the "run"-the difference in (ln) expenditures that along a given Engel relationship would produce a "predicted" at that level of expenditures equal to the target. In the linear case this not calculus, or even algebra, it is just simple arithmetic: the "run" is just equal to the "rise" (difference in food shares) times the "run over the rise" which is just the inverse of the linear slope. This gives the difference in natural log units. Then by the properties of natural logs (that the difference in natural logs is the log of the ratio) the ratio of the levels of expenditures is just e (≈2.714, the base of the natural log) raised to that power.
Figure 2. Graphic illustration of the calculation of the Pritchett-Spivack ratio
The PSR formulation is general and can be calculated using any functional form of the Engel relationship, but in the PSR-WL specification it takes the very simple form (assuming in this case target is lower than actual so the numerator and denominator are both negative): Figure 3 shows the calculation of the PSR between the average consumption in the USA and urban Indonesia using a range of Engel coefficients. The average food share was 44.4% in urban Indonesia and 12.8% in the US in 2010. The simple Engel coefficient estimated from grouped expenditure class data in urban Indonesia is -.125 and a two standard error confidence interval runs from -.10 to -.15. Since this coefficient is in the denominator and is small and the log difference is exponentiated the calculations are non-linear and sensitive to the Engel coefficient. If we take the actual estimate, -.125 the PSR=12.6. Obviously at a lower (in absolute value) WLEC the PSR is higher and at a larger (in absolute value) WLEC the PSR will be higher, so that the PSR at -.10 is 8.24 and the PSR at -.15 is 23.7.
As figure 3 illustrates, we never assert that expenditures are commensurate (as would be necessary in order to show both Engel curves on the same x-axis). Instead of attempting to say "this many Rupiah equals this many dollars" the PSR allows us to say "at nominal expenditures X times higher than their current level consumers would, if they moved along a fixed Engel relationship at given prices and possibilities, reach the target food share." We assume all people in the comparison group (e.g. urban Indonesians) face the same relative prices as they are in the "same" market and hence the counter-factual is an expansion of nominal consumption holding prices (both absolute and relative) constant. This may, or may not, be the relevant counter-factual but at least the counter-factual is clear, as we are never forced to compare relative prices and possibilities of urban Indonesia and the US. The principal attractions of the PSR are four-fold. First, it makes intuitive sense to the "woman on the street"-if rich people spend less on food then we can compare who is rich and who is poor (and by how much) by comparing how much they spend on food. This does not depend on understanding or believing either national accounts or PPP comparisons. Second, the data on food shares from household surveys is widely available across countries. Since the weights in a consumer price index depend on consumption shares, nearly every country in the world has done an expenditure survey and many countries do them at frequent intervals. Third, since nearly all expenditure surveys are divided into income or expenditure classes the food share comparisons can be made at various points of the country income distribution. Fourth, the PSR is "plug and play" as we are not insisting that the PSR be used with any particular Engel coefficient-or even that one use a simple functional form of the Engel relationship. Just plug in any values of the three inputs, actual food share (of any percentile of the consumption distribution), a target food share (chosen in any way desired), and any functional form of the predicted Engel relationship and viola one has a PSR.
There are many, many limitations to the PSR and we are not overselling its value. First, we want to be clear we are not proposing that the food share is a well-defined measure of human well-being. However, the food share is a useful proxy for household consumption possibilities at an aggregate level. If we compare the food share at the 20 th percentile of income in Colombia to the food share at the 20 th percentile of income in Indonesia we have tens of thousands of households of different shapes and sizes smoothed together and aggregated, and we can reasonably compare the welfare of the aggregated 20 th percentile households in Colombia and Indonesia.
The Engel curve is an empirically reliable tendency, which gives the food share a rough and ready usefulness, but the food share is not measure of human well-being that could be axiomatically derived and defended. In particular, we are not proposing the food share for comparisons across households within a population, as the differences in food needs of households of different sizes, demographic structures, etc. make the food share vary for reasons having nothing to do with ranking households' "true" income. We are proposing the PSR as a new simple calculation that, by taking advantage of the consistency of the elasticity of the Engel curve, allows us to make easy to understand and compute comparisons between groups, and draw useful conclusions about the differences in welfare between groups.
Estimating the simple Engel coefficient
The simplest form of the PSR-WL hinges on an Engel relationship in which the food share is linearly related to the natural log of expenditure and for which the slope (WLEC) can be known with some precision. Fortunately, the W-L Engel curve is one of the most widely estimated and one of the most remarkably stable empirical relationships in all of economics (indeed in all of the social sciences). This paper is not a contribution to the voluminous literature estimating Engel curves, with literally thousands of papers. We use three different types of data sources to estimate Engel curves, household micro data, grouped data that has been compiled by international organizations, and group data accessed from country statistical office reports. We show elasticity estimates in this paper simply to show that the most straightforward ways of estimating the simple Engel coefficient, all, in spite of their several defects, produce estimates that cluster in the range of -.10 to -.15.
Estimates from household data micro data. We use household micro data from three sources: the Comparative Living Statistics Project, the Luxembourg Income Study, and the Indonesia Family Life Survey. These sources allow us to compute the WLEC using household data for 38 countries from various years. Table 1 (summarizing results reported in Appendix Tables  A1, A2 and A3) show these household based estimates cluster around -.1.
Estimates from grouped/percentile data. The WLEC can be estimated using grouped data on food share and consumption expenditures, such as deciles, quintiles, or consumption/income brackets. The International Labor Organization (ILO) maintains a database of estimates of consumer expenditures used in estimating consumer price indices, and we use those data to estimate the WLEC for these countries. Similarly, a 1981 FAO publication includes grouped data for 27 countries for years ranging from [1969] [1970] [1971] [1972] [1973] [1974] [1975] [1976] [1977] [1978] [1979] . Country statistical offices also publish this data in statistical abstracts and online databases, which we gather for key countries.
Estimates across countries. At the 100 year anniversary Houthakker computed Engel elasticities for 31 countries for various years between 1853 and 1955, with multiple survey years for some. He found an elasticity slightly different from Engel's 1857 finding, but consistent in direction and magnitude. Houthakker did not use the WLEC functional form, but here we use the summary statistics reported in his paper to estimate the WLEC across the countries in his study. The cross national elasticity from this historical data is -.105 Later at the 150 th anniversary of Engel's publication introducing the empirical law between income and consumption, Anker (2011) constructs a data set of food shares for 207 countries and uses this to estimate the WLEC across countries. His point estimate is -.109, a number which he shows is quite robust whether one allows for non-linearity or disaggregates the countries by income level. nearly
Estimates from over long periods. The WLEC can also be estimated over long periods of time, with historical data on household expenditures by categories. Japan publishes harmonized data on household expenditures by income groups for almost every year between 1926 and 2007, which we use to estimate the WLEC for the 38 years between 1955 and 1992. 6 The WLEC estimate across this seven decade period is -.175. Given the consistency of the WLEC, there is little reason not to use the same WLEC to make comparisons across countries and using a single elasticity ensures differences in the country ratios depend only on differences in the food share. The median of all of the elasticity estimates described in table 1 is -.114. However, as a "focal point" value we use -.125 as a "base case" because (a) since it is the inverse that matters this means one multiplies by 8 and (b) it is halfway between -.10 and -.15.
Using household data we test the Working-Leser function form by estimating an Engel curve with per capita consumption, natural log of per capita consumption, squared per capita consumption, and cubed per capita consumption. The fully flexible model rarely raises the R2 by more than .01. 
"Ground-truthing" the PSR with historical episodes
Since our thought experiment of how the food share would evolve with growth in expenditures is essentially dynamic while our calculations are essentially static (using a crosssection to predict along a given Engel curve), it will be reassuring to "ground-truth" that in observed episodes of increases in expenditures the fall in food share was roughly as predicted. We do this for two countries with large measured changes in real expenditures and with historical data on food shares, Japan and Indonesia.
Japan . Japan makes a nice test case as it had (a) rapid growth and (b) good historical data. We estimate an Engel curve using quintile data for each year of the data. The estimated Engel curve using the time series from 1955 to 1992 gives an elasticity of -.162 (with a standard error of .003). This almost exactly that of the average of the cross-sectional (quintile) estimates over time of .163.
The estimated PSR needed to reduce the food share from its actual 1955 level of 38.3 percent to its 1992 level of 15.7 percent based on the average of the estimated Engel elasticities from each year of -.163 is 3.78. The actual computed increase in real expenditures per household (using the CPI for deflation) was 3.72.
However, the close fit of the "predicted" PSR and the actual changes in real consumption expenditures comes from using the average Engel elasticity over time, which fell secularly as the food share fell from -.254 to -.103 for an overall average of -. Indonesia 1978-2011. Indonesia also experienced rapid growth in GDP per capita and has reasonable household survey based estimates of consumption over a long span.
The share of food in consumption expenditures of the average household fell from 63.1 percent in 1978 to 49.4 percent in 2011. The estimates of the Engel elasticity for 1978 and 2011 based on grouped data are equivalent to three digits at -.122. The PSR suggests that to achieve this fall in food share would require a three-fold (3.06) increase in consumption. In this case the data suggest that household expenditures deflated by the CPI in fact increased by a factor of four.
This difference illustrates the sensitivity of both calculations of "real" expenditures and of the PSR. Monthly nominal expenditures per person increased from 5,568 Rupiah to 593,664 Rupiah. Much of this increase in nominal expenditures was due to inflation, but how much? The measured CPI increased from 100 in 1978 to 2,634 in 2011, an annualized average rate of 9.9 percent. Suppose that measured inflation understated the "true" inflation and "true" inflation was really 10.3 percent -.4 percentage points per year higher. Then "real" income grew by exactly the PSR predicted amount based on food share changes of 3.06. The point is that the CPI, while the standard, is not necessarily the gold standard, as its measurement is problematic in known ways. Of course, the PSR is also sensitive to the estimated Engel parameter and if that was -.097 instead of -.122 then the PSR would be 4.06, the exact ratio measured ratio of change in "real" consumption. Whether 3.06 is "close" to 4.05 is in the eye of the beholder. 
Applications
How much growth is needed?
The question this section seeks to answer is: "How much would the expenditures of the typical (median) household in various countries need to increase to reach the food share of the poor households in the OECD?" In a discussion of global development it can hardly be contemplated that the typical person in every country is not at the very least to expect to attain a similar array of choices of at least those enjoyed by the poor in the OECD today. Perhaps the level of consumption of the rich in the OECD is neither achievable nor, in some deep and higher sense, desirable. But it is hard to see how a "development" agenda could not include a future which provides the typical person with at least the same chances and choices that the poor in rich countries now enjoy.
In this section we do three things. First, we calculate the typical food share of households that are considered "poor" in the OECD. Second, we use data from a variety of countries to calculate the Pritchett-Spivack ratio of the median household in the i th country to the food share of the OECD poor at various Engel elasticities 7 :
( Third, we then calculate how many years of rapid (e.g. 4 percent per annum) growth would be needed for the typical household to reach the food share of the OECD poor.
Food share of the rich OECD country poor. In Table 6 we calculate the food share of "the poor" in rich OECD countries in three different ways. First we use food share data by quintile the food share to interpolate the food share at the poverty rate in these countries. A second, quick and dirty, calculation is to just calculate the food share at the 20 th percentile. A third is to adopt a common poverty definition as those at less than 60 percent of median consumption. While each of these methods produces slightly different results for each country, the typical food share for a "poor" household in a rich OECD country is very robustly right around 15 percent.
PSR of median in poor country to the rich OECD country poor. Table 6 shows the PSR calculations for the collection of countries for which we had household data and hence could match WLEC estimates with estimates of the PSR. We find that the PSR ratios show that, for the typical (median) household to choose the same food share as that of the rich OECD country poor the total expenditures in most poor countries would have to expand by at least an order of magnitude. For countries where the current food share is one half or higher the PSR using a WLEC of -.125 is over 15 (exp((.15-.5)/-.125))=exp(.35*8)=exp(2.8)≈16.4). Even for "upper middle income" countries like Argentina and South Africa the PSR is over 5. .1, A.2, A.3, A.4, A.5, and A.6. Historical data also offers a useful comparison. Between 1890-1891 the US Commissioner of Labor published two reports on costs of production and workers' costs of living in selected industries in the US and Europe. The data include detailed household expenditure information, which allows us to calculate the food share of these industrial worker's households. As table 7 shows, the typical, low and middle income country household today has a food share last seen in leading countries at the turn of the century. Sensitivity analysis (see Table 8 ) shows that, not surprisingly, the PSR is sensitive to the exact value of the Engel coefficient used, but by the same token, over a wide range of Engel coefficients from -.10 to -.15 the basic results-that the total expenditures of median households in typical developing country households could have to expand between 7-fold and 20-fold is completely robust 8 .
These results reemphasize what others have found looking at cross-country comparisons based household data and PPP calculations (Milanovic 2013a ) but underline three key points about the development agenda.
First, it is obvious that "targeting" of transfers or programmatic interventions will play little to no role in helping the median consumer expand their consumption possibilities by a 8 Since the PSR formula is doubly non-linear (e.g. divided by WLEC and then exponentiated to get a ratio) the PSR is very sensitive to the WLEC-particularly when the food share gap is large and when the WLEC becomes low. So, for instance if the food share gap is .3 (.45-.15) and the WLEC is .125 the PSR is 11 but if the WLEC is -.10 the PSR is 20 and if the WLEC is as small as -.075 the PSR is 54 and at a WLEC of -.05 the PSR is 403. This is one reason we prefer to choose a common WLEC rather than country by country as measurement error in income or consumption can produce attenuation bias which produces very small WLEC. 20 factor of 10. This has to come from sustained increases in income and that has to come from sustained improvements in productivity. Second, the first word that comes to mind about consumption of people who spend 40 to 50 percent of their total resources on food is "inadequate" not "unsustainable." The development challenge is not about achieving "sustainable" consumption (although the environmental consequences of increasing consumption need to be considered) at their current levels but reconciling the need for adequate and globally fair consumption possibilities across people on the planet today with not jeopardizing the possibilities for future generations.
Third, "broad based growth" has to be (on) the development agenda. In a 2013 paper Branko Milanovic uses PPP exchange rates to show that more than half of the variation in an individual's position on an international income distribution can be explained by GDP per capita and income distribution in their country of origin (Milanovic, 2013a) . The PSR makes this point without relying on PPP calculations, GDP, or national accounts. In order for the median household in poor and middle income countries to reach the consumption possibilities the poor households in the rich countries enjoy today, poor countries will have to expand their consumption by a factor of 5 or more. Suppose that happens through sustained growth in their consumption that is rapid by current standards (e,g, 4 ppa). How long will it be, not to convergence of average incomes between countries but until the typical developing country household gets to today's rich OECD country poor? Even with rapid growth of 4 ppa (one standard deviation above the historical mean for developing countries) it will take 50 to 100 years of growth (see column 7 of Table 6 ). So "growth" is not a passé agenda, it is the agenda of the foreseeable (and longer) future.
Are the "rich" in poor countries rich?
In his 2011 book The Globalization Paradox Dani Rodrik has points out that, while students know that there are rich countries and poor countries, when asked to estimate the income differences of the "rich" of poor countries to the "poor" of rich countries they consistently get it wrong. Students often assume that the "rich" of poor countries are richer than the "poor" of rich countries when in fact most estimates using PPP suggest the 95 th percentile of most poor countries is a large factor multiple lower than the rich country poverty line. Rodrik's 2007 calculations show that a poor person in a rich country is 3 times better off than a rich person in a poor country (see Table 9 ). Nancy Birdsall makes a similar point in her 2010 study of the middle class in developing countries. She defines the global "middle class" as households making more than 10 PPP USD a day, and falling below the 95 th percentile of the income distribution in their own country. She finds surprisingly, that many of the "middle income countries" do not have a middle class according to this definition. There are no households in India, Indonesia, or Ghana that both have consumption over $10 per day and are below the 95 th percentile because the 95 th percentile is below $10 per day. The "statistical rich" 9 in most poor or lower middle income countries -those in the top 20%, or 10% or 5% of their national income distributions -are globally poor in PPP terms. As Milanovic (2013a) points out, in a globalized world inter-country inequality is still the largest source of inequality.
The PSR can address this question by examining the food shares of the entire distribution of consumption expenditures and asking "At what percentile of the distribution of the 'rich' in a poor country does the food share of expenditure reach the food share of the typical poor household in a rich country?" As we showed earlier, the typical food share of the poorest households in rich countries is .15, so we will use that food share as the target here.
( )
The answer is that for most of the poor and even middle income countries is: "never." The observed distributions just never cross over the support of the distributions. We use both the simple and a fully flexible Engel estimation to predict the food share at the 90 th and 95 th percentiles. Both of these methods show that, even the richest households in poor and middle income countries devote a much larger share of their household budgets to purchasing food than the poorest households in the rich OECD countries (see Figure 6 ). As the PSRs in Table 10 show, even rich households in poor countries would have to see substantial expansion of their total consumption to reach the food share of the poor households in rich countries.
Of course in countries like India or China or Brazil there are billionaires for whom the food share is essentially zero. These are the rich that Fitzgerald recognized are different-in all countries. But the "statistical" rich of the 95 th percentile in poor countries have food shares 5 to 15 percentage points higher than the poor in rich countries. .2, A.3, A.4, A.6, A.10 and A.11 
Conclusion
Although the bulk of this paper is narrow and technical, we are making a broad and important point that is relevant to current discussions about the post-2015 development agenda. Strangely, in spite of the fact that the typical person in the developing world has a level of consumption possibilities that is roughly an order of magnitude lower than the poor in rich countries, the need for sustained growth in material standard of living of the typical person in the developing world is not the dominant theme of these discussions.
Intriguingly, the word seemingly most frequently modifying the desirable type of "consumption" is not "higher" but "sustainable." But who wants to merely "sustain" their current levels of consumption? This might be a goal for the world's doubly rich (rich in rich countries) whose consumption they might regard as high enough. However, from their current levels, the material possibilities of the typical individual in a typical poor country would have to grow at their recent pace for 100 years before they would enjoy the consumption possibilities that the current poor in rich countries enjoy today. We argue word that should be most associated with "consumption" is "inadequate" and the word that should be most associated with "growth" is "rapid." 10
Moreover, there is a steady increase in the attention to inequality within countries as a development issue. There is a general sense among rich country residents and tax payers that "the rich" in poor countries are doing well, even better than "the poor" in rich countries and hence if resources could just be redistributed from "the rich" to "the poor" within poor countries that problems of poverty could be solved. As we show, almost nothing could be further from the truth. Of course, poor countries have a comparatively handful of the globally super-rich, but the richest 10% in poor countries have a food share that is typically double that of the poor in the rich OECD countries -suggesting the material standard of living of the poor in the OECD is three times as high as that of the rich in "middle income" countries like India or Indonesia. Houthakker (1957) .
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